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CERTIFIED MAIL 
'WTURN RECEIPT R-QUESTED 

Mr, James A. Reafsnyder 
Un i ted  States Department of Energy 
Environmental Protect ion D i v i s i o n  
P.0. Box E 
Oak  Ridge, Tennessee 37830 

- 

Re: RI /FS Work Plan - Revision 1 
U.S. Department o f  Energy 
Feed Mater ia ls  Production Center 
Fernal d , Ohio 
OH6 890 008 976 

Dear Mr. Reafsnyder: 

The United States Environmental P ro tec t i on  Agency (U.S. EPA) has completed 
a review o f  the United States Department o f  Energy's (U.S. DOE) Remedial 
I n v e s t i g a t i o n  ( R I )  Work Plan f o r  t he  Feed Mater ia ls  Production Center i n  
Fernald, Ohio. A prel iminary Work Plan f o r  the F e a s i b i l i t y  Study (FS) was 
also submitted; U.S. DOE plans t o  rev i se  and resubmit t h i s  document a t  
a further date. The Work Plan was submitted i n  accordance with requirements 
of t h e  June 18, 1986, Federal F a c i l i t y  Compliance Agreement (FFCA) between 
U,S. DOE and U.S. EPA. The d r a f t  Work Plan and subsequent U.S. EPA comments 
have been submitted according t o  t h e  fo l l ow ing  schedule: - 

07/18/86 E f f e c t i v e  date o f  FFCA 
1 O/  16/ 86 Or ig ina l  Work Plan due date (90 days from FFCA) 
12/22/86 12/09/86 d r a f t  Work Plan received by U.S. EPA 
01/30/87 Submission o f  Sampling, Safety, Community, Data, 

and Q u a l i t y  Assurance Plan 
05/14/87 U.S. EPA Work Plan (Revision 0) d r a f t  comments t o  

U.S. DOE 
06/ 24/ 87 U.S. €PA disapproved Work Plan; comments t o  U.S. DOE 
07 / 2 2/ 87 U.S. EPA/U.S. DOE/Ohio Environmental Protect ion Agency 

(OEPA) comment reso lu t i on  meeting 
1. 08/24/87 U.S. DOE Submitted responses t o  U.S. EPA comments 

,C, ,;: 09/08/87 rlC. ' 3 Work Plan (Revision 1) received by U.S. EPA 
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The purpose o f  the R I  i s  t o  determine the nature and extent o f  any release 
o r  th rea t  thereof, o f  hazardous substances and t o  c o l l e c t  a l l  necessary 
d a t a  t o  support a FS. 
not f u l f i l l  these requirements and U.S. EPA i s  disapproving Work Plan 
Revis ion 1. 

It i s  U.S. EPA's p o s i t i o n  t h a t  the Work Plan does 

The def ic ienc ies i n  the R I  p o r t i o n  o f  the Work Plan and prel iminary FS 
Work Plan are presented i n  an attachment. C m e n t s  developed by OEPA have 
been integrated i n t o  U.S. EPA's l i s t  of def ic iencies.  The comments have 
been d iv ided according t o  t h e  sections o f  the Work Plan, as presented i n  
t h e  fo l lowing out l ine.  

Task 1: Descr ipt ion of Current S i tua t i on  

Task 2: Work Plan and Supporting Documents 

1 .O In t roduct ion 
2.0 Problem D e f i n i t i o n  

A. Work Plan 

3.0 P r e l  iminary Evaluat ion 
4.0 Technical Approach: R I  
5.0 Technical Approach: FS 
6.0 Management Plan 

I '  

6. R I  Work Plan Supporting Documents 
Volume 1: Sampling Plan 
1.0 Radiat ion Measurement Plan 
2.0 Surface S o i l s  Sampling Plan 
3.0 Groundwater Sampl Ing  Plan 
4.0 Subsurface S o i l s  Sampling Plan 
5.0 Surface Water and Sediment Sampling Plan 
6.0 Bio log ica l  Resources Sampling Plan 
7.0 F a c i l i t i e s  Test ing Plan 

Volume 2: Environmental Health and Safety Plan 

Volume 3: Comnunity Informat ion Plan 

Volume 4: Data Management Plan 

Volume 5: Q u a l i t y  Assurance Plan 

Disapproval o f  the revised Work Plan requi res the implemen,ation o f  the 
Dispute Resolution p rov i s ion  o f  the FFCA, i f  the  def ic ienc ies i n  the Work Plan 
can not be addressed t o  t h e  sa t i s fac t i on  of U.S. €PA. U.S. EPA would l i k e  
t o  proceed w i th  informal nego t ia t i on  f o r  the remaining def ic iencies.  Work 
P l a n  Revision 2 should be submitted t o  U.S. €PA and OEPA within f o r t y - f i v e  
(45) days o f  the date o f  t h i s  l e t t e r .  
t h e  fonnal dispute r e s o l u t i o n  process w i l l  be i n i t i a t e d .  

I f  the second rev is ion i s  not adequate, 
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U.S. €PA ou t l i ned  def ic ienc ies i n  the Task 1: 
d e l i v e r a b l e  w i th  the Task 2 Work Plan def ic ienc ies,  U.S. DOE responded 
t o  these def ic ienc ies with a rev ised repo r t  separate frm the  Task 2 revisfon. 
The rev ls lons t o  Task 1 were received by U.S. EPA on December 7, 1987. 
Revis ion 1 o f  Task 1 w i l l  be reviewed by U.S. EPA and an approval o r  any 
d e f i c i e n c i e s  w i l l  be presented i n  fu tu re  correspondence. 

Descr ipt ion o f  Current S i tua t fon  

Contact Catherine McCord a t  (312 o r  FTS) 886-1478, i f  there are any 
quest ions regarding t h i s  matter. 

S ince re l y  yours, 

Y i l l i a m  E. Muno, Chief 
RCRA Enforcement Section 

Enclosure 

cc: Graham Mi t che l l  , OEPA-SWDO (w/enclosure) 
Mike Savage, OEPA-CO (w/encl osure) 
Margaret Wilson, U.S. DOE (w/enclosure) 

. . . .  - .. . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

._ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  _-_ --  _ .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  . .  . _  
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Work Plan - Revision 1 Deficiencies 

TASK 1: OESCRIPTION OF CURRENT SITUATION 

Corlments on the Work Plan t h a t  i nvo l ve  descr ip t ions of tBe waste p i t s  a f f e c t  
s i m i l a r  descript ions i n  Task 1: 
U.S. DOE submitted a revised Task 1 repor t  t o  U.S. EPA oa December 8, 1987. 
A d d i t i o n a l  comments on Task 1 w i l l  be presented t o  U.S. @)E under separate 
a v e r  . 

Descr ip t ion o f  Current S i tuat ion Report. 

TASK 2: R I  WORK PLAN AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS 

A, Work Plan 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

(1) Section 1.0 i s  not  paginated 

(2) Section 1.3.: 
and t o  exclude the use o f  t h e  word "components". 

The second b u l l e t  was not r e - w r i t t e n  for  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  

(3) Section 1.4: The second paragraph should s t a t e  tha t  remedial act ion 
a l ternat ives w i l l  be evaluated i n  the  F e a s i b i l i t y  Study (FS); U.S. EPA 
w i l l  select  the remedy t h a t  i s  t o  be implemented, 

2.0 PROBLEM DEFINITION 

( 4 )  Section 2.1.3.2, pg. 2-7: 
t h a t  the .Knollman/Crawford we l l ,  the t h i r d  wel l ,  had not  been used 
f o r  dr ink ing water purposes. 

( 5 )  Section 2.2.1, pg. 2-13: 
set t leable sol ids were removed from " P i t  #Sa' waste streams by c l a r i f i c a t l o n .  

(6) Section 2.2.1, pg. 2-9: 
modified t o  include t h a t  P i t  #1 was used as a c l e a n e l l  f o r  l i q u i d  wastes 
a f t e r  P i t  12 was constructed and t h a t  P i t  #l e f f l u e n t  was pumped and 
discharged i n t o  the Great Miami River. 

( 7 )  Section 2.2.4, pgs. 2-10 and 2-11: 
located i n  a l l  waste areas. 
o i l s  being disposed i n  more than j u s t  the o l d  f l y  ask p i l e .  
should be rev4 sed accordi ngl y . 

Correct l a s t  sentence t o  include information 

Ind icate when i t s  use for t h i s  purpose 

The second paragraph incorrect ly  states tha t  

was discontinued. Two typographic er rors  i n  t h i s  semtence. _ -  - 

Discussion o f  h i s t o r i c  ase of waste p i t s  should be 

C I S  data indicates that  PCBs are 
This ind icates a h igh probabi l i ty  o f  waste 

This section 

(8) Section 2.3.4, pg. 2-21: 
current ly  being stored i n  underground tanks should be inventoried. 
gas detection area of cu r ren t l y  used tanks and former tank locat ions should 
be considered. 
p i  ping been removed? 

Substances that  have been stored and/or are 
Soil 

Have out-of -service tanks and associated tanks and associated 

(9) Section 2.3.4, pg. 2-21: 
i n te r im  underground storage tank requirements o f  40 Q R  280 should be 
incorporated i n t o  the tank i n v e s t i g a t i o n  ef for t .  

Procedures f o r  f u l f i l l i n g  requirements of the 
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(9) Section 2.3.4, pg. 2-21: A l l  dralns, sumps, and f loor  drains I n  t h e  
production area should be included i n  the Remedia l  Invest igat ion ( R I )  
Work Plan. 

(10) Section 2.5.5, pg. 2-36: 
wel ls  t o  the south o f  the f a c i l i t y  were used as a potable water supply 
u n t i l  the contamination was made publ ic .  The t e x t  should c l e a r l y  s t a t e  
t h a t  these three w e l l s  were used fo r  dr ink ing water u n t i l  the contamination 
was discovered. Give the  date of contamination discovery, date that 
publ ic was informed, and date(s) t ha t  use was discontinued (see next comnent). 

The r e v i s i o n  d i d  not s ta te that th ree  p r i v a t e  

(11) Section 2.5.5, pg. 2-36: 1nformatio.n regarding current access t o  
uranium-contaminated p r i v a t e  w e l l s  f o r  d r i nk ing  water was not added t o  
Revision 1. 

(12) Section 2.6.3, pg. 2-37: F i r s t  sentence regarding potent ia l  hea l th  
impacts should be revised from three t o  s i x  components. 

(13)  Section 2.6.3, pg. 2-37: 
i n c l  ude exi  s t ing we1 1 s . The f i f t h  component should be revised t o  

PRELIMINARY EVALUATION 

(14) Section 3.1, pg 3-4: 
the assessment o f  cost-effect iveness of remedial act ion al ternat ives,  
The no-action a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  t o  be evaluated from the protect ion o f  
human heal th and the  env i roment  . 

The no-action a l te rna t i ve  i s  not t o  be included i n  

TECHNICAL APPROACH: R I  . - .- .. 

(15) Section 4.2.1.2, pg. 4-12: 
surface s o i l  uranium concentrat ion i s  not adequate. The l i t i g a t i o n  support 
data from the " A i r ,  S o i l ,  Water, and Health Risk Assessment i n  the 
V i c i n i t y  o f  the FMPC, Fernald, Ohio" repor t  has been reviewed by U.S. EPA. 
The current data does no t  adequately characterize surface s o i l  contamination 
o f  a l l  o f f - s i t e  areas with the  degree of c e r t a i n t y  that  would be 
protect ive o f  pub l i c  heal th.  The current  data does not account f o r  t he  
estimated 136,000 ki lograms of uranium ( p a r t i c u l a t e  form) tha t  has been 
released t o  the atmosphere over the  s i t e ' s  operating l i f e .  The Work Plan 
should be modif ied wi th  d e t a i l e d  plans for  acquir ing addi t ional  s o i l  data 
(uranium, radfonucl ides, and hazardous substances) i n  ce r ta in  o f f - s i t e  
sections, s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t he  perimeter and downwind sectors. I n  add i t i on  t o  
the randan sampling, add i t i ona l  o f f - s i t e  s o i l  sampling should inc lude a 
biased sampling scheme s i m i l a r  t o  tha t  proposed f o r  on-s i te  areas. 
Sampling fo r  s o i l  contamination along the o f f - s i t e  perimeter should be 
adequate t o  ensure l e s s  than 10.0 pCi/g contamination, a t  a 90 percent 
confidence 1 evel . Addi t i onal l y  , a n ine ty  percent confidence 1 evel repo r t  
on uranium i n  s o i l  extending out t o  3 mi les from the s i t e  center 
i n  the northeast quadrant i s  required. This w i l l  permit the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  
o f  t he  deposition pa t te rn  from the  p reva i l i ng  winds. 

Current data t o  characterize o f f - s i t e  

(16) Section 4.2.1.2, pg. 4-12: 
should be changed t o  hazardous "substances" . Hazardous "chemicals' i n  the l a s t  sentence 

c 
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(17) Section 4.2.1.3, pg. 4-20: 
groundwater sampling plan should be expanded from 'to determine the 
concentrat ion and sources o f  contaminants on-s i te"  to include the 
migrat ion o f  hazardous substances from the s i t e .  

The second ove ra l l  object ive o f  t h e  

(18) Figure 4.5, pg. 4-23: Well  #175 i s  no t  labeled on t h i s  f igure. 

(19) Figure 4.6, pg. 4-24: 
include general groundwater flow d i r e c t i o n .  
i n  t h i s  f igure.  
should a l so  be indicated on Figures 4.4, 4.5,  and 4.7. 

(20) Figure 4.7, pg . 4-25: 
on Figure 3.4 o f  the o r i g i n a l  Work Plan are now designated as 300-series 
wel ls  (303 and 305) i n  Revision 1. 

The legend ind i ca tes  that the f igure i s  t o  

If flow d i r e c t i o n  i s  t o  be included i n  Figure 4.6,  i t  
There are no such ind i ca to rs  

Expl a i  n why monitor ing we1 1 s 203 and 205 

(21) Table 4.2 pg 4-28: Well 205 i s  not  l i s t e d  i n  table. 

(22) Section 4.2.1.3, pg. 4-29: Re-evaluate the locat ion o f  b lue c l a y  l a y e r  
and 300-series wel ls  based on wel l  l o g s  from newly i ns ta l l ed  wel ls .  

(23) Section 4.2.1.3, pg. 4-30: The d iscuss ion o f  w e l l s  i n  the product ion 
should.be modified from "no wel ls  are c u r r e n t l y  proposed w i th in  the  a c t i v e  
Production Area" t o  the l o c a t i o n  o f  w e l l s  i n  the Production Area w i l l  be 
determined upon completion o f  the s o i l  surveys, radiological  surveys, and 
when groundwater f low pat terns and cond i t i ons  i n  the surrounding area have 
been b e t t e r  established. 

. . . , pg. 4-30: The - d i s c u s s i o n  regarding. sainpl'i'ng"o7 - the  ' .  
100-series wel ls  p r i o r  t o  advancing t o  deeper holes i n  the sand and . . -  

. 

gravel aqui fer 'should.  be modified t o  i nc lude  recent U.S. EPA approval f o r  
i n s t a l l a t i o n  of  e n t i r e  w e l l  c lusters.  F i e l d  screening techniques and 
analytes should be spec i f i ed  i n  the  Work Plan. Soi l  gas monitoring should be 
considered as one of these screening devices for  areas of suspected 
contami nation. 

- -- 
. _ . .  . ,.. --- .  - -  A- -. ..' . ( 24)  Sect ian--4.2 zi=-34:&.:=& ='T : .: -'------.. . . - . z s % ~ - : -  .. .. - *--;-.-- - - 

. . . . . . . 

(25) Section 4.2.1.3, p g .  4-30: 
t o  include a descr ip t ion o f  f i e l d  screening f o r  organics and analysis 
for t o t a l  uranium p r i o r  t o  d r i l l i n g  through the f i r s t  saturated zone ( f o r  
c lusters  and wel ls i n  areas o f  expected contamination). 

The t h i r d  paragraph should be expanded 

(26) Section 4.2.1.3, pg. 4-30: 
i n  groundwater sample analyses. 

Inc lude ammonia and t o t a l  organic n i t rogen  

(27) Section 4.2.1.3, pg. 4-33: 
shallow and then deeper wells. 

Update discussion regarding i n s t a l l a t i o n  of 
See above comment f o r  4.2.1.3, pg. 4-30. 

6 
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(28)  Section 4.2.1.3, pg. 4-33: The second paragraph s ta tes  t h a t  no wel l  
sampling w i l l  occur u n t i l  a l l  wel ls  are i n s t a l l e d .  Some water sampling 
w i l l  occur i n  shallow wel ls p r i o r  t o  the i n s t a l l a t i o n  o f  deeper we l l s  i n  
the same cluster. Once the e n t i r e  c l u s t e r  I s  insta l led,  the w e l l s  can be 
developed and sampled. I t w i l l  take several more months t o  i n s t a l l  the 
remaining on-site wel ls  and the e n t i r e  wel l  system does not have t o  be 
i n s t a l l e d  p r i o r  t o  i n i t i a t i n g  sampling. The Work Plan should speci fy  
what wells should be sampled as p a r t  o f  the i n i t i a l  sampling e f f o r t .  
Analyt ical  resul ts  could be avai lab le p r i o r  t o  the completion of a l l  w e l l s  
and addi t ional  wel l  locat ions may be i d e n t i f i e d  p r i o r  t o  the d r i l l i n g  r i g s  
leaving the si te.  

( 2 9 )  Section 4.2.1.3, pg. 4-34: The two j u s t i f i c a t i o n s  f o r  analyzing monitor 
we l l s  samples f o r  less than the f u l l  hazardous substance l i s t  (HSL) are 
not convincing. A s  previously discussed, t h e  physical condi t ion,  
locations, and wel l  construct ion of some of  the RCRA w e l l s  i s  questfonable 
and a w e l l  replacement program needs t o  be implemented. Samples from 
the RCRA wel ls were not analyzed for a l l  "organics and metals". Base/ 
neutral and acid extractables (BNAs), HSL pest ic ides,  and PCBs were not 
analyzed f o r  under the RCRA monitoring system and substances i n  each 
o f  these three categories were detected i n  the waste p i t  areas. Since 
waste p i t  #4 l a n d f i l l  i s  enter ing assessment monitoring some o f  these 
compounds may be picked up by t h i s  program. 

. . -  _. . 
(30)  Section 4.2.1.3, .pg.. 4-33: The l a s t .  paragraph n e e d s ' b  be. r e w r i t t e n  
per discussion : I n  .prreri.ous coment. . Mo.r.e.than...l.3 wel ls should be _ .  analyzed . . .  

f o r  HSLs. 

. 

( 3 1 )  Section 4.2.1.3, pg. 4-35: The f i r s t  paragraph should be updated w i th  
the Characterization Invest igat ion Study (CIS) results. The C I S  resu l t s  
should be used t o  guide the select ion of analytes f o r  we l l  samples 
downgradient of waste uni ts,  but i s  not a bas is  f o r  excluding a canpre- 
hensive invest igat ion of a wide va r ie t y  of  analytes i n  some o f  t h e  wells. 

(32) Section 4.2.1.4, pg. 4-35: 
hazardous "substance" i n  the second b u l l e t  . Hazardous "chemicalm should be replaced with 

(33)  Section 4.2.1.4, pg. 4-36: 
composi ted f o r  physical and chemical analysi s . Were samples being 
analyzed f o r  v o l a t i l e s  also composited? 

The Work Plan states t h a t  CIS samples were 

( 3 4 )  Section 4.2.1.4, pg. 4-36: 
sampled and analyzed f o r  HSL parameters, t h i s  a c t i v i t y  should be included 
i n  the RI Work Plan. 

If the sediments i n  the c learwel l  were not 

( 3 5 )  Section 4.2.1.5, pg. 4-39: 
bottom o f  the page should be changed t o  "hazardous substances". 

"Hazardous chemical const i tuent '  a t  the 

(36 )  Section 4.2.1.5, pg. 4-39: Analysis of sediments from the storm water 
re tent ion basin and the t e s t i n g  o f  the e f f l u e n t  l i n e  from Manhole 175 t o  
the Great t l iami  River i s  t o  be included i n  the  R I  per requfrements of t he  
the Federal F a c i l i t y  Compliance Agreement (FFCA) and not wa i t  for t e s t i n g  
under OEPA' s Di rector 's Findings and Orders . 7 
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(37) Section 4.2.1.5, &g. 4-40: Reference t o  "01 rec to r ' s  Findings and Orders' 
should be expanded t o  OEPA's June 14, 1987, Director 's  Findings and Orders'. 

(38)  Table 4.3, pg. 4-42: 
have both the seep water and underlying s o i l  analyzed f o r  HSLs. 

Any seeps i d e n t i f i e d  near the waste p i t  area must 

(39)  Section 4.2.1.5, pg. 4-43: Reference t o  Figure 4.4 i n  the f i r s t  paragraph 
should be changed t o  Figure 4.9. 

(40)  Section 4.2.1.5, pg. 4-44: Explain how samples w i l l  be archived. 

(41) Figure 4.9, pg. 4-45: 
and SW-2 f rom Work Plan Revision 1 (Figure 4.6 i n  o r i g i n a l  d r a f t ) ?  

Explain the  d e l e t i o n  of sampling locat ions SW-1 

(42) Section 4.2.1.5, pg. 4-46: Water and underlyfng s o i l  samples taken 
from i d e n t i f i e d  seeps proposed i n  Table 4.3 must be analyzed for 
complete HSL parameters. 

(43)  Section 4.2.1.6, pg. 4-49: 
rep1 aced with "hazardous substance release'. 

"Contaminant substance release" should be 

(44)  Section 4.3.1, pg. 4-58: C l a r i f y  and expound on the  f i r s t  sentence. 

(45) Section 4.3.4, pg. 4-59: U.S. DOE i s  not proposing any addi t ional  
waste u n i t  and surrounding s o i l  cha rac te r i za t i on  work. U.S. EPA reserves 
the r i g h t  t o  require addi t ional  Character izat ion work a f t e r  the review o f  
the f i n a l  C I S  report. 

' ( 46 )  Section 4'.3.4, pg. 4-59: . 'Reliance on CDC's epidemiological study .. 

for h i s t o r i c  q u a n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  cumulat ive doses t o  the o f f - s i t e  populat ion 
i s  not j u s t i f i e d .  The CDC's.epiderniologica1 study must be shown t o  
f u l f i l l  the requirements of  the FFCA. 

(47)  Section 4.4.1, pg. 4-77: 
i n  accordance with U.S. EPA's "Superfund Pub1 i c  Health Evaluation Manual" 
(EPA/540/1/86/060, October 1986). This document shall be referenced i n  
the Work Plan. 

. . . . . . . . . .  .......... .......... .. .. . . . . .  .. . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - , I . . C  

The endangerment assessment must be performed 

(48)  Section 4.4.4.2, pg. 4-79: 
i s  more appropriate and consistent than " i n d i c a t o r  parameters", " i n d i c a t o r  
chemicals", o r  " rad io log ica l  substance'. 

The use o f  t h e  term "contaminants of concern' 

(49) Section 4.4.4.2, pg. 4-79: The acronyms I C R P  and NCRP should be w r i t t e n  
out t h e  f i r s t  t ime they a re  used i n  the t e x t .  

(50) Section 4.4.4.2, pg. 81: 
'I i nd i c a t  o r c hem i c a1 I' . Subs t i t u te  "contaminant o f  concern" f o r  

5.0 TECHNICAL APPROACH: FS 

(51) Section 5.5., pg. 5-4: 
of 40 CFR 264.92 i n  process o f  considering the  environmental e f f e c t s  i n  the 
i n i t i a l  screening o f  a1 te rna t i ves  should be f u r t h e r  explained. 

The use o f  RCRA's Groundwater Protect ion Standards 

8 
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(52) Section 5.5.1* pg. 6-21: As presented i n  U S .  EPA's f i r s t  comments, 
700 days from the date o f  the Work Plan approval I s  too  long f o r  
submission o f  a d r a f t  RI report ,  especia l ly  i n  l i g h t  o f  approval o f  
cer ta in  R I  a c t i v i t i e s  l i k e  on-s i te  wel l  I ns ta l l a t i on .  

(53) A date o f  submission o f  a de ta i led  FS Work Plan should be presented. 

MANAGEMENT PLAN 

(54) Section 6.3.1.4, pg. 6-4: 
U.S. DOE? Explain changes/proposed changes i n  management structure.  Explain 
where personnel who w i l l  be i n  charge o f  t he  day-to-day workings o f  the 
R I / F S  w i l l  be located. 

Is Rick C o l l i e r  the RI/FS Project  Manager f o r  

Work P lan  Supporting Documents 

Volume 1: Sampling Plan 

1.0 Radiat lon Measurement Plan 

See comments under Work Plan 4.2.1.2 

2.0 Surface So i l s  Sampling Plan 

(55) Section 2.3, pg. 1.2-4: 
meeting i t  was agreed t h a t  ten  o f  the s o i l  samples would be analyzed f o r  
a l l  HSL parameters.---This agreement does not  mean t h a t  chemlcal analysis . .- 
should not be performed on other samples. Pr imary  substances o f  concern 
should be analyzed f o r  i-n th-e -p rduc t Ion  area, sewage treatment area, and 
perimeter o f  the waste storage area. 

During the Ju l y  22, 1987, comment reso lu t ion  

(56) Additional o f f - s i t e  sampling f o r  radionucl ides i s  required. See 
Work Plan 4.2.1.2 fo r  de ta i led  comments. 

(57) Use o f  a FIDLER w i t h  a pCi/g detect ion capab i l i t y ,  could r e s u l t  I n  
a 35 pCi/g cleanup l e v e l  o f  ce r ta in  areas. 

3.0 Groundwater Sampl i n g  P1 an 

(58) Section 3.3.1, pg. 10: The t h i r d  sentence i s  not complete. 

(59) Table 3.2* pg. 25: 
consi stent wi th footnote . Holding t ime f o r  HSL base/extractable i s  not 

(60) Section 3.3 : None o f  the water that i s  purged from wel ls  i s  t o  be 
disposed on the ground, including water from w e l l s  nutside the waste p i t  
and production area. A l l  purge water should be drunmed, analyzed, and 
disposed o f  i n  a manner appropriate f o r  the l e v e l  o f  contamination. 

(61) Section 3.10, pg. 26: The proposed number of wel ls  t o  be sampled and 
analyzed f o r  complete HSL parameters (16 out  o f  143 wells) i s  not su f f i c i en t .  
The proposal i s  inadequate t o  f u l l y  character ize the ve r t i ca l  and hor izont  
extent o f  groundwater contamination. As prev ious ly  presented i n  the Work w 

9 
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Plan comnents, the RCRA moni tor ing program has l e f t  data gaps i n  both t h e  
number/location o f  w e l l s  and the  analytes invest igated (no BNAs, PCBs, and 
l i m i t e d  pesticides. A l l  HSL parameters should be analyzed for i n  we l l s  i n  
the v i c i n i t y  o f  the waste p i t s .  These fo l lowing addi t ional  100-series waste 
p i t  a rea  w e l l s  are 104, 110, 119, 121, 125, 172, 173, 174, 175, 176, 178, 
and 183. Well 116, l oca ted  south of f l y  ash p i l e  no. 1, should be analyzed 
f o r  HSL parameters 

(62) I n  addi t ion t o  the 200-series we l l s  proposed for complete HSL parameters, 
the fol lowing wel ls  should a l s o  be analyzed f o r  complete HSLs: 
216, 219, 220, 221, and 222. These w e l l s  w i l l  extend coverage i n  the  waste 
p i t  area. HSL analysis on w e l l  214, 215, and 220 w i l l  conf i rm t h e  presence 
o f  VOCs t ha t  were detected i n  these w e l l s  dur ing RCRA sampling. Addi t ional  
w e l l s  i n  which acetone, 2-propanol, and butanol were detected dur ing RCRA 
monitoring should a lso be  considered f o r  f u l l  HSL analysis, unless the  
presence o f  these analytes are the r e s u l t  o f  improper sampling procedures. 

214, 215, 

4 .O Subsurface Soi 1 s Sampl i ng P1 an 

(63) Soi l  gas analysis should be considered fo r  use i n  de tec t i ng  releases 
from underground storage tanks and the general i nves t i ga t i on  f o r  
vol a t  11 es . 

5.0 Surface Water and Sediment Sampling Plan " _ .  --. ,. -- , .~ ., -... - .__., . . . .._". -. .. . . LC -_......- . . . . . - - - -  
... (64) Section_5.;:1',:.pg,- 1.5:.1.:-: . The dast  b u l l e t  i tem under the object ives 

o f ' t h e  surface and sediment sampling program should have the word 
"s igni  f icant"  removed. 

(65) Table 5.1 (cont.), pg. 30.e: 
area should have seep water and under ly ing s o i l s  sampled for f u l l  HSL 
parameters. 

(66) Table 5.1: The rev ised t a b l e  should present a l l  hazardous substances 
for which the samples w i l l  be analyzed. 

(67) Section 5.1. pg. 1.5-5: 
analyt ical  resu l t s  from t h e  waste p i t  sampling program are avai lable,  
TOC and TOX have been chosen as i n d i c a t o r  parameters i n  waters from 
selected drainages, Paddy's Run and the  Great Miami River". The r e s u l t s  
o f  the CIS a r e  now a v a i l a b l e  and should be used t o  se lect  HSL parameters 
that  w i l l  be analyzed f o r  i n  t h e  above surface waters. 
compounds should be out1 ined i n  the Work P l  an . 
(68) Section 5.2.4, pg. 1.5-8: The need f o r  t o x i c i t y  t e s t i n g  o f  the wastewater 
e f f l uen t  f o r  acute and chronic  e f f e c t s  on aquatic organisms i s  required, 
Tox ic i ty  t es t i ng  would p rov ide  very useful  information regarding the 
potent ia l  f o r  adverse ,env i romen ta l  impacts from m u l t i p l e  po l lu tants .  
The NPDES regulat ion o f  t h i s  discharge does not preclude the i n v e s t i g a t i o n  
of i t s  impacts under t h e  RI. 

A l l  seeps i d e n t i f i e d  i n  the waste p i t  

The o r i g i n a l  Work Plan s ta tes  t h a t  " u n t i l  

The s p e c i f i c  

* 
10 
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(69) There i s  no explanation on how samples w i l l  be archived, especia l ly  i n  
l i g h t  o f  short holding t imes imposed f o r  c e r t a i n  analytes. 

6.0 Bio log ica l  Resources Sampling Plan 

(70) Section 6.3,.5, pg. 1.6-7: 
be analyzed f o r  b i o l o g i c a l  resource sampling. J u s t i f i c a t i o n  should be 
presented f o r  the selected parameters ( 1  .e., those that  tend t o  bio- 
accumulate) . 

State what s p e c i f i c  CLP parameters are t o  

( 7 1 )  Section 6.3.6, pg. 1*6 -7 :  Proposed language does no t  address comment 
on Revision 0. The sampl i ng  o f  aquat ic organisms and t h e  analysis o f  
the data should not s o l e l y  address t i s s u e  contaminant l eve l s ,  but 
should a1 so address community structure.  Analysis of  the benthic 
comnunity , i f  proper ly conducted and in te rp re ted ,  should prove useful  
i n  evaluating the ef fects and extent o f  releases from the s i te .  

7.0 F a c i l i t i e s  Test ina Plan 

(72)  Section 4.2.1.7, pg. 4-54: 
underground storage tank regulat ions,  should be included i n  the f a c i l i t i e s  
t e s t i n g  plan. 

Testing, as required by the  i n t e r i m  

Volume 2: Environmental Health and Safety Plan 

Volume 3: Camnunity Information Plan 

Comnents on York Plan Revision 0 - Conmunity Relat ions Plan were not 
addressed i n  Revision 1.- 

( 7 3 )  The plan should be c a l l e d  " C m u n i t y  Relat ions Plan', not 
"Community Information P1 an" . 
( 7 4 )  The plan does not include a d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  camnunity, 
nor past community involvement w i th  the f a c i l i t y .  A h i s t o r y  o f  
the conmunity's heal th  and environmental concerns are no t  addressed. 
A sumnary i d e n t i f y i n g  the  current  concerns o f  t h e  c i t i zens ,  with 
d i r e c t  community r e l a t l o n s  e f f o r t s  d i rec ted  t o  the  needs of t h e  
camnuni t y  

( 7 5 )  Information i n  the Task 1 report ,  Section 2.0 should be included 
I n  the Community Relat ions Plan. 

(76)  A l i s t  o f  names, addresses, and telephone numbers o f  key State and 
loca l  o f f i c i a l s ,  l o c a l  Congressional s t a f f  o f f i c e s ,  State elected 
o f f i c i a l s ,  State environmental o r  p o l l u t i o n  c o n t r o l  agencies, pub l i c  
i n t e r e s t  groups, and the media i s  not included. I n  addit ion, a mai l ing 
l i s t  consist ing o f  in terested c i t i z e n s  should be establ ished t o  keep 
them informed of any major f indings and s i g n i f i c a n t  a c t i v i t i e s  a t  
the f a c i l i t y .  Names and addresses o f  p r i v a t e  c i t i z e n s  should not be 
included i n  the copy o f  t he  Community Relat ions Plan tha t  i s  made 
avai 1 able t o  the pub1 i c  . 
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(77) The plan does not locate where the f a c i l i t y  i s  i n  proximity 
t o  the community ( i .e . , homes, school s, playgrounds, businesses, 
lakes, streams, etc.) . 
private w e l l s  should also be included. 

The loca t i on  o f  pub1 i c  wa te r  suppl ies and 

(78) Section 111.4-1: 
o f  t h i s  roan and i t s  access ib i l i t y  t o  the public should be addressed 
i n  the plan. 

Refers t o  the FMPC reading room. The exact loca t ion  

(79) Table 1.1: Project Management states that Ms. S.R. Cook i s  a 
community l la ison. Section 111.4-1 re fe rs  t o  Ms. S.R. Cook as a study 
l ia ison.  Her pos i t ion  should be c l a r i f i e d  and the tex t  corrected. 

(80) Table 2.1, Task 1.2: Mentions that  fact sheets w i l l  provide 
information o f  s i t e  invest igat ions,  but does not specify the  type 
o f  information that  w i l l  be offered. 

(81) A tentat ive schedule f o r  the  technical tasks out l ined i n  Phase I 
and I 1  o f  the study needs t o  be i n  the plan. 

(82) The day-to-day operations and emergency situations, such as s p i l l s  
o r  equipment fa i lures,  needs t o  be ou t l ined  i n  the document. 
necessary t o  address how the  c m u n i t y  w i l l  be no t i f l ed  o f  occurrences. 

It i s  

Volume 4: Data Management Plan 

Volume 5: Qual i t y  Assurance Plan 

(83)  Page 2 should be corrected t o  remove impl icat ion tha t  U.S. WE w i l l  
recomnend remedial act ion a1 ternat ives i n  the FS. A1 ternat ives are 
evaluated by U.S. DOE; recommendations for remedy select ion a r e  not 
included i n  FS. 

(84) A dif ferent laboratory w i l l  be analyzing the radiological  samples. A 
copy o f  the Radioanalytical Methodology and Procedures, Qua l i t y  Assurance 
Manual, QA Manual should be submitted fo r  review. 

(85) Additional comments on the Qua l i t y  Assurance Plan may be provided 
a f te r  rev iew o f  the above coments. 

(86) Table 4-4: 
Work Plan revision. 

Update t a b l e  with revised sample numbers as a r e s u l t  of 

(87) Section 5.2, pg. 27: 
t o  a id  i n  d r i l l i n g  has t o  be analyzed and resul ts  reviewed, p r i o r  t o  i t s  
introduction i n to  the borehole. 

No d r i l l i n g  muds a r e  t o  be used. Water used 

(88) GENERAL COMMENT: 
i n  f i n a l  Work Plan. 
of deta i l  makes them very d i f f i c u l t  t o  use. 

Fold-out s ized versions o f  f igures should be provided 
The scale o f  t he  drawings, with the required l eve l  


